
Minutes of the Meeting of the IWU General Faculty 
13 January 2014 

 
Call to Order 
President Wilson called the meeting to order at 4:06pm and noted that a quorum was present.  Student Senate 
President, Austin Aldag, requested permission to attend the meeting.  It was granted.  
 
Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes 
The minutes of the 2 December 2013 General Faculty Meeting were approved by common consent with a friendly 
amendment.  
 
Consent Agenda and Addendum 
Prof. Roesner reported on some feedback she received prior to the meeting on the Consent Agenda Addendum 
related to resource allocation and the proposed revisions to the German major.  These items were moved.  
 
Committee Reports 
Council on University Programs and Policy: 
Prof. Williams offered to take questions on the committee’s written report. 
 
Prof. Folse asked Prof. Williams to discuss CUPP’s conversations regarding the splits of both MCLL and Business 
& Accounting with Provost Green.  He gave a synopsis of their discussion. 
 
Curriculum Council: 
Prof. Roesner offered further comment on the questions she received on the resource implications of the German 
proposal.  CC did not anticipate additional resources required to support the proposed revisions to the German 
major; the Council judged it to be “resource neutral.” 
 
There was discussion regarding the implications of voting in favor of the proposed revisions to the German major.  
Some faculty members asked questions and expressed concern about the possibility of committing ourselves to a 
full time visiting line dedicated to the German major in perpetuity. 
 
Prof. Roesner replied that CC is not charged to assess the fit of a given proposal with the short-term or long-term 
broad financial plans of the University. 
 
Prof. Fritzsche defended the resource neutrality of the proposed revisions to the German major, described how the 
proposed courses also support the International Studies curriculum, and explained her process and timing with 
respect to updating the German curriculum.  She stressed the importance of keeping the IWU German major 
competitive. As she sees the proposed revisions as being resource neutral, she described them as “tweaks that will 
really matter.”  In either case, she noted, we cannot carry out a German major without two positions.  She explained 
that the changes she has proposed are truly best for the major. 
 
Prof. Bushman asked the administration to comment on how resources will be allocated in relation to 
major/program revision and growth.  She also asked about the specific number of visiting positions for the coming 
year. 
 
Provost Green replied that we need to be thinking in terms of dollars, not people, and that we need to be thinking 
three years down the road.  He will know the number of visiting lines soon and will report it to the faculty.  He 
explained that it varies from year to year depending on the circumstances of the visiting lines. 
 
Profs. Seeborg, Myscofski, and Pelusi expressed their support for decoupling conversations about curriculum and 
conversations about resources.  They applauded CC’s decision.  They noted that coupling curriculum and resource 
decisions stifles innovation and is shortsighted. 
 



Profs. Folse, Terkla, and Bushman inquired about the meaning of “resource neutral.”  Does the concept include 
visiting positions?  If so, what impact do the visiting lines have on tenure lines?  How has the meaning evolved over 
time?  What do we take it to mean right now? 
 
Associate Provost Boyd replied that in the past a distinction was maintained between tenure line resources and 
other resources.  If we wish, we can collapse the distinction between tenure line and on-going temporary staffing 
resources.  Whether we adopt an understanding based on the aggregation of tenure line and on-going temporary 
staffing resources or we maintain a distinction between tenure line and other resources, we need to be clear as a 
body about what we mean by “resource neutral.” 
 
Provost Green replied that we could expect tenure lines to be somewhat independent.  He offered that “resource 
neutral” means “does it cost us anything more to deliver the program?” 
 
Prof. Balina urged the faculty to be flexible in the curricula we offer as we face the challenges of the next 2-3 years.  
We need to make changes and push ourselves outside of our comfort zones in order to be competitive, she 
observed. 
 
Prof. Folse requested that we vote by paper ballot.   
 
The motion passed: 61-11-2. 
 
Prof. Roesner directed the conversation to CC’s two action items for the faculty, beginning with CC’s proposal for 
individual review of all new courses.  She reviewed CC’s opinion as expressed in their written report: all new 
courses, including those offered under existing rubrics/course numbers (e.g., “Special Topics” and “Studies In” 
courses), should be reviewed by CC.  She shared a concern that was brought to her attention: how do we make a 
provision for expedited review in cases such as new faculty wishing to teach a new course after the schedule has 
been made? 
 
There was discussion.  Many professors expressed satisfaction with the status quo, citing the virtuous features of the 
current system and raising concerns about the proposed system: 
• there is currently a mechanism in place to guard against rogue courses (i.e., experimental courses offered more 
than twice must go to CC for review)  
• the current system affords fewer obstacles to curricular innovation 
• the current system offers department chairs greater flexibility in scheduling and hiring 
• the current system seems to require less paperwork 
• it seems appropriate to keep CC’s jurisdiction where it is (faculty might not like the idea of CC reviewing, for 
example, independent studies) 
• the proposed new system might create a graveyard of untaught courses 
 
Profs. Roesner and Shaw replied on behalf of CC.  They offered that CC wants a more definite answer when faculty 
ask whether a course needs to go through CC, the paperwork is simple, more detailed and definite documentation 
informs all parties involved of important changes, and the proposed system is more transparent.  Prof. Roesner 
offered to table the issue and discuss it further with CC. 
 
Prof. Bushman encouraged CC to take up Gateway.  She explained that it has never come before the faculty for a 
vote, and there is no chair to review it. 
 
Profs. Terkla and Roesner discussed CC review of Gateway courses.  It seems that whether a Gateway course goes 
under CC review depends on when the faculty member teaching the course is hired/scheduled to teach Gateway. 
 
Prof. Sainsbury proposed that this matter go on the Chairs Meeting agenda.   
 



Prof. Roesner directed the faculty’s attention to the second of CC’s action items, a mechanism for the creation of 
contract majors/minors, and shared some of CC’s thinking about the matter.  
 
Some faculty raised concerns about such a mechanism potentially enabling students to create “new versions” of 
existing majors or to select directors to supervise majors who really aren’t qualified to do so.  It might also generate 
the mistaken impression that students can major in anything they want at IWU.  
 
Profs. Roesner, Sainsbury, and Shallue opined that with proper safeguards against the potential abuses already 
mentioned in place, this mechanism is generally a good idea.  
 
Prof. Williams offered that it would be helpful for students to have access to a resource that highlights some of the 
previously approved contract majors. 
 
The motion passed. 
 
Nominating Committee: 
Prof. Leekley asked for nominations from the floor for a special election to fill a vacancy on PAT and noted that 
NC will accept nominations until 5pm on Tuesday.  Electronic ballots will be distributed soon after.   
 
Prof. Burke asked whether the ballot will display the current members of PAT.  Prof. Leekley replied that it will. 
 
Prof. Gearhart commented that there are no females on PAT, and no females volunteers, encouraging women to 
consider running. 
 
Prof. Leekley informed the faculty that the workload survey is underway.  There was discussion about the 
distribution of the survey. 
 
Faculty Development Council: 
Prof. Mendez-Carbajo reviewed and offered to take questions on the committee’s written report.  He devoted 
particular attention to the chart and diagram included in the committee’s report.  He gave a sense of the current 
committee’s feelings about the different options.  He offered what might eventually take the form of two motions: 
(1) revamp FYFP, (2) revamp SFRP. 
 
Prof. Sainsbury inquired about the status of the PTR.  Prof. Mendez-Carbajo replied that it still exists. 
 
Prof. Shallue inquired about the relationship between the faculty development programs we voted on in September 
2013 and what FDC is proposing now.  Prof. Mendez-Carbajo explained that in September we voted to preserve 
the FYFP instead of rolling it into PTR; that vote involved weighing FYFP against PTR.  Now we are considering 
the distribution of resources between FYFP and SFRP. 
 
There was discussion about the consequences of making one decision as opposed to another, what options we 
actually have available to us, and the rationale for rules and restrictions governing the distribution of these 
resources.  For example: Why can’t there be three FYFP? Can the SFRP be connected to a sabbatical?  If not, why?  
Why aren’t all of the SFRP being used?  Can we retain FYFP even if we vote to revamp it? 
 
A significant number of faculty seemed supportive of the idea that the SFRP should be attachable to a sabbatical.  
There also seemed to be consensus around the idea that the SFRP is not as widely utilized because the benefit it 
offers is much less, and that FYFP is preferable.  However, Prof. Myscofski pointed out that while a FYFP is 
preferable, a course release is still a very nice benefit.  
 
Prof. Mendez-Carbajo explained that FDC needs a motion.  The sense of the faculty was that the motion should 
come from committee.  As we must make hard choices regarding resource distribution, the faculty would like 
FDC to provide some clarity as to how we should consider these resources in the broader scheme. 



 
Prof. Theune moved to change the order of agenda such that the motion from last meeting be brought up for a 
vote now.  The motion reads: That all changes to the policies and procedures of the Promotion and Tenure 
Committee must be approved by a vote of the general faculty. 
  
Prof. Sainsbury seconded. 
 
Prof. Shallue clarified the meaning of the motion: PAT does not get a veto.  Procedures for PAT are with the 
faculty only.  Faculty gets a veto. 
 
The motion passed: 42-6-3 
 
Assessment Committee: 
Prof. Theune reviewed and offered to take questions on the committee’s written report. 
 
Promotion and Tenure Committee: 
Prof. Delvin offered to take questions on the committee’s written report. 
 
Administrative Reports 
Jonathan Green, Provost and Dean of the Faculty 
Provost Green welcomed back those faculty who had been on sabbatical or leave during the Fall 2013 semester. 
 
Prof. Sainsbury read a poem she composed on her sabbatical, sharing her sense that the faculty at IWU need “more 
time to dream.” 
 
Provost Green discussed next year’s Academic Affairs budget and a number of other items with the aid of some 
slides.  He is in favor of putting together a formalized Chairs of Committees Committee, the “Liaison Committee.”  
He discussed the history of such a committee and noted that the timing is right to resurrect it.  Important 
discussions about strategic curricular planning are happening, resources affect and are affected by each of the 
committees represented on the Liaison Committee, and so, improved coordination and communication between 
committees will be beneficial.  Administrators who serve the represented committees should be a part of the 
committee’s process, he noted.   

 
He discussed the budgets he administers including the Departmental S&E, Provost Allocations, and Student 
Worker budgets, comparing the current assigned budgets with actual historic usage.  He believes that realigning 
what departments actually spend annually with the assigned budgets could result in an immediate $80-100K savings.  
He is optimistic that additional savings can be achieved in other areas of Academic Affairs, and plans to discuss 
these other avenues of savings with the Liaison Committee. 

 
Provost Green then turned to budget and staffing issues.  He recognized that faculty departures and retirements are 
the single largest area of savings in his budget.  However, this way of saving is not strategic, it is simply the easiest 
way to recognize savings.  He affirmed that CUPP will be involved in reviewing visitor requests and announced that 
the number of tenure track searches for 2014-2015 will be announced following Wednesday’s executive meeting.   
 
He clarified the budget sequence, offering that the budget will be developed in consultation with faculty at the 
Chairs and Directors meeting, through one on one meetings, and through the Liaison Committee.  He submitted 
that he would bring a budget before CUPP for discussion. 

 
He directed his attention to retention and academic advising.  The most discernable difference between students 
who were retained and students who chose to leave IWU is academic underperformance.  The students who left the 
university had the same academic profile coming in as the students who stayed, but they left with a GPA of 0.6 
points lower than those students who stayed.  In an effort to address this issue, the Dean of Students Office and 
Academic Affairs have revised the Early Alert System document and added a link on their websites.  Now faculty 



can focus their concerns in terms of academic, non-academic, or both; and, of academic, in terms of attendance, 
under performance, incomplete work, or other.  The alerts will be addressed to both Academic Advising and the 
Dean of Students. 
 
Provost Green closed his remarks with some reminders regarding the Strategic Innovations Fund.  The Fund 
supports both program and infrastructure innovation.  Applications are due on 15 February.  The Fund has a 
webpage on the Grant’s Office website. 
 
Prof. Folse, Provost Green, and Prof. Pana discussed the split of MCLL and Business and Accounting, with Prof. 
Folse asking for clarification and Provost Green and Prof. Pana replying.  Provost Green explained that external 
reviews suggested a realignment, faculty within the programs requested it, and there is no principled reason to deny 
a request to split.  Further, Business and Accounting have very little in common curricularly, and both can be more 
nimble if separated.  Prof. Pana confirmed that there was clear communication from faculty and administrators on 
the matter. 
 
Prof. Balina requested, again, more information about the nature and extent of student complaints about academic 
advising.  Provost Green offered to solicit a white paper on the matter.  
 
Richard Wilson, President 
In recognition of the lateness of the hour, President Wilson decided to distribute the remarks he intended to make 
by email. 
 
Adjournment 
The meeting was adjourned at 5:52pm. 


